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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . This Office action is responsive to the Request for Continued Examination (RCE) 
filed under 37 CFR §1 .53(d) for the instant application on 10/9/07 . Applicants have 
properly set forth the RCE, which has been entered into the application, and an 
examination on the merits follows herewith. 

Claims 1, 3-8, 10-16, and 18-20 have been examined and rejected. This Office 
action is responsive to the amendment filed on 10/9/07, which has been entered in the 
above identified application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. Publication Number US 2002/0076322 in the information disclosure statement 
filed 10/9/07 has not been considered because the name on the Publication does not 
match the name listed on the IDS. Additionally, Pub. No. US 2002/0076322 is in no way 
related to the application because it is directed towards a blood pump. 

3. The references have been placed in the application file, but the information 
referred to therein has not been considered as to the merits. Applicant is advised that 
the date of any re-submission of any item of information contained in the information 
disclosure statements or the submission of any missing element(s) will be the date of 
submission for purposes of determining compliance with the requirements based on the 
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time of filing the statement, including all certification requirements for statements under 
37 CFR 1 .97(e). See MPEP § 609.05(a). 

Claim Objections 

4. The correction to claim 19 has been approved, and the objection to the claim is 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 3-8, 1 0-1 3 and 1 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claim 3 recites the limitation "the determining operation" in [line 1] of the 
claim. It is unclear which of the determining operations in [line 10], [line 
13], [line 15], [line 18], or [line 21] of claim 1 is being referred to. 

b. Claims 3 and 1 5 recite the limitation "said set of constraints" in [line 4] of 
claim 3 and [line 5] of claim 15. It is unclear whether said set of constraints 
refers to the set of constraints for the parent object [lines 7-8] or the set of 
constraints of the child object [line 16] in claims 1 and 14. 
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c. Claims 3 and 15 recite the limitation "said set of properties" in [lines 7, 9, 
10] of the claims. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

d. Claim 1 5 recites the limitation "the determining operation" in pines 1-2] of 
the claim. It is unclear which of the determining operations in [line 10], [line 
13], [line 15], [line 20], or [line 23] of claim 14 is being referred to. 

e. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the parent object" in [line 7] and "said parent 
object" in [line 1 7] of the claim. There is insufficient antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

7. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

8. Claims 1, 3-8, 10-16, and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Joseph (U.S. Patent No. 5,873,106). 

Claim 1, 3-7 (Method) 

Claim 14-16, 18-20 (Machine-Readable Medium) 
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8-1. Regarding claims 1 and 14, Joseph teaches the claim comprising detecting a 
layout edit operation for a child object displayed on a video display by a computer 
system, by disclosing a geometry management system that handles resizing of a 
window including the child objects and parent containers within the window [column 1, 
lines 58-67; column 2, lines 1-11]. The geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, 
wherein the size of one or more objects are changed at run time due to a variation in 
one or more parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout [column 3, 
lines 19-24]. As described in [column 1, lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may 
require resizing depending on the spacing of text and graphics. Thus, a layout edit 
operation for a child object is detected based on parameters that affect the geometry 
management of the layout. Additionally, the geometry management system's visual 
layout mechanisms permit a user to receive direct feedback when generating a display 
[column 3, lines 35-42]. At design or layout time, child objects are placed in a parent 
container [column 1, lines 65-66]. To lay out a form, a user selects a child object, drags 
the child object over a selected cell, and drops the child object into the cell. In response 
to the user operation, the geometry management system configures the child object 
within the parent container such that the appropriate geometry management methods 
are executed [column 5, lines 40-48]. As described in [column 7, lines 34-48], 
parameters control the layout of child objects. Thus, during design time, a user may edit 
the layout of a child object by selecting its location as well as modifying its appearance 
by editing parameters of its associated geometry manager. 
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Joseph teaches that the detecting is done via an abstraction layer implemented 
as an instance of an abstraction layer class, by disclosing that the geometry 
management system includes a set of built-in objects that operate in the overall 
framework of the geometry management system [column 3, lines 25-30] and supports 
add on customized geometry managers, separated from visual containers to enable 
mixing and matching of geometry managers with different visual containers [column 3, 
lines 43-63], wherein calls from container to geometry managers are transparent to child 
objects [column 4, lines 18-23]. The geometry manager binds to configurable containers 
and implements the overall geometry management policy for that container [column 3, 
lines 49-63]. Thus, the geometry manager hides implementation details used to modify 
the geometry of a child object. Each geometry manager is an instance of an abstraction 
layer class. 

Joseph teaches receiving a measure call to a parent object, wherein said 
measure call retrieves a set of constraints for the parent object, and an established 
measure parameter and an established arrange parameter of the child object, by 
disclosing that when a child object requires resizing, the child object calls a 
RequestGeometry method contained in the corresponding container object [column 4, 
lines 56-58]. A layout constraints attribute is set by a parent container object to control 
child objects within it [column 4 } lines 33-50]. Based on the specified parameters of the 
child object, the container determines whether a given geometry is feasible [column 4, 
lines 51-67]. 
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Joseph teaches determining if said established measure parameter and said 
established arrange parameter are valid, by disclosing that a child may express 
preferences via a layout constraints attribute, the minimum and maximum attributes for 
inner and outer sizes, and via implementation of a QueryGeometry method [column 5, 
lines 1-6]. Thus, the specified parameters of the child object must meet these 
conditions. The specified parameters of the child objects must also conform to the 
constraints set by the parent container [column 4, lines 21-23]. 

Joseph teaches when either of said established measure parameter and said 
established arrange parameter are set as invalid, determining if said established 
measure parameter is valid, and when said established measure parameter is valid, 
calling an arrange child helper routine to determine a final size for the child object, 
wherein said arrange child helper routine evaluates a set of constraints for the child 
object, by disclosing that even if the specified parameters of the child object are valid 
based on the child preferences, the child object must then go to the parent container to 
see whether the given geometry is feasible in order to determine a final size of the child 
object. Based on the constraints of the parent container, which also takes into account 
preferences of the child object, the child object is modified accordingly [column 5, lines 
1-6; column 6, lines 24-28] 

Joseph teaches when said established measure parameter is invalid, calling a 
measure child helper routine to determine a desired size of said child object, wherein 
said measure child helper routine evaluates said set of constraints for the child object in 
respect to said set of constraints for the parent object, by disclosing that if the 
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dimensions of the child object are not feasible, the geometry of the child object will be 
modified based on the child preferences [column 9, lines 32-44] as well as the 
constraints of the parent container [column 5, lines 1-6]. 

Joseph teaches calling said arrange child helper routine to determine said final 
size for the child object, by disclosing that the container/geometry manager dictates the 
final geometry of the child object [column 4, lines 21-23], 

8-2. Regarding claims 3 and 15, Joseph teaches the claim wherein the determining 
operation further comprises determining a container type for the parent object in which 
the child object is displayed, by disclosing the layout constraints attribute, which stores 
container/geometry manager specific attributes within a child object [Joseph, column 9, 
Table 2, lines 24-31]. 

Joseph teaches retrieving said set of constraints which may include a minimum 
or maximum height or width or an absolute size related to the child object to be edited, 
by disclosing that a child may express preferences via minimum and maximum 
attributes for inner and outer sizes and via implementation of a QueryGeometry method 
[Joseph, column 5, lines 1-6]. These properties are used to determine the re-layout of 
the child object. 

Joseph teaches retrieving a set of properties related to the parent object in which 
the child object is displayed, by disclosing that the layout constraints attribute is set by a 
parent container object to control child objects within it [Joseph, column 4, lines 33-50]. 
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Joseph teaches recognizing any limitations that exist within said set of properties 
of the parent object and said set of properties of the child object, by disclosing 
dimension attributes [Joseph, column 9, lines 32-44]. Both the parent and child 
parameters are taken into consideration when determining the geometry of the child 
object [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-56], 

8-3. Regarding claim 4, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising determining 
whether said set of constraints for the child object includes a maximum dimension, by 
disclosing minimum and maximum attributes for inner and outer sizes of child objects 
[Joseph, column 5, lines 1-6]. 

Joseph teaches limiting adjustment of a dimension of the child object to less than 
or equal to the maximum dimension, by disclosing that if an object is out of a set range, 
the object calls set attribute calls to bring the dimensions within the permissible range 
[Joseph, column 9, lines 32-44]. 

8-4. Regarding claims 5 and 16, Joseph teaches further comprising determining 
whether said set of constraints for the child object includes a functional relationship 
between the child object and the parent object, by disclosing an IsManaged attribute 
which determines whether the child is geometry managed by the parent of the child 
[Joseph, column 9, lines 26-28]. 

Joseph teaches retrieving a reference size if said functional relationship exists 
and calculating a new layout parameters for the child object based on said functional 
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relationship and said reference size, by disclosing a Resized method that performs re- 
layout of child objects based on the current geometry of the container [Joseph, column 
10, lines 41-56]. A layout constraints attribute controls the layout of the child object with 
respect to its container [Joseph, column 3, lines 33-50]. Thus the layout of child objects 
is based on the parameters of the container. 

8-5. Regarding claim 6, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising modifying one or 
more properties of the child object, by disclosing that the geometric system supports 
dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of one or more objects are changed at run time due 
to a variation in one or more parameters that affect the geometry management of the 
layout [Joseph, column 3, lines 19-24]. As described in [Joseph, column 1, lines 38-55; 
figures 1a, 1b], an object may require resizing depending on the spacing of text and 
graphics. Thus, the size of a child object may be edited. 

8-6. Regarding claim 7, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising modifying one or 
more properties of the parent object, by disclosing that the geometric system supports 
dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of one or more objects are changed at run time due 
to a variation in one or more parameters that affect the geometry management of the 
layout [Joseph, column 3, lines 19-24]. 

8-7. Regarding claim 18, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising determining 
whether a layout limitation of said child object is a proportional relationship to said 
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parent object and if so, maintaining said proportional relationship between a layout of 
said child object and said parent object, by disclosing that the geometry management 
policy may be to configure a container large enough to encapsulate a child object text 
[Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8]. Thus, the geometry management policy may maintain a 
relationship between the sizes of the parent and child object such that if the size of the 
child object varies, the parent object will vary in a manner that is dependent of the child 
object. 

8-8. Regarding claim 19, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising modifying one 
or more properties of said child object in said measure child helper routine in the 
abstraction layer, by disclosing that the geometry management system specifies 
parameters through negotiation among the child objects, the containers, and the high 
level geometry manager [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-67]. 

8-9. Regarding claim 20, Joseph teaches the claim further comprising modifying one 
or more properties of said child object in said arrange child helper routine in the 
abstraction layer consistent with one or more limitations in said parent object, by 
disclosing that the geometry management system specifies parameters through 
negotiation among the child objects, the containers, and the high level geometry 
manager [Joseph, column 4, lines 51-67]. When a child object requires resizing, the 
child object calls a RequestGeometry method contained in the corresponding container 
object. The container determines whether a given geometry is feasible and if the 



Application/Control Number: Page 12 

10/824,998 

Art Unit: 2173 

parameters are acceptable, the container implements the geometry [Joseph, column 4, 
lines 56-67]. 

Claims 8, 10-13 (System) 

8-10. Regarding claim 8, Joseph teaches the claim comprising a processor and a 
memory coupled with and readable by the processor, by disclosing [figure 7]. 

Joseph teaches detecting a layout edit operation request for a child object 
displayed on the video display by the computer system and sending an edit operation 
request to initiate layout editing of the child object, by disclosing a geometry 
management system that handles resizing of a window including the child objects and 
parent containers within the window [column 1, lines 58-67; column 2, lines 1-11]. The 
geometric system supports dynamic re-layout, wherein the size of one or more objects 
are changed at run time due to a variation in one or more parameters that affect the 
geometry management of the layout [column 3, lines 19-24]. As described in [column 1, 
lines 38-55; figures 1a, 1b], an object may require resizing depending on the spacing of 
text and graphics. Thus, a layout edit operation for a child object is detected based on 
parameters that affect the geometry management of the layout. Additionally, the 
geometry management system's visual layout mechanisms permit a user to receive 
direct feedback when generating a display [column 3, lines 35-42]. At design or layout 
time, child objects are placed in a parent container [column 1, lines 65-66]. To layout a 
form, a user selects a child object, drags the child object over a selected cell, and drops 
the child object into the cell. In response to the user operation, the geometry 
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management system configures the child object within the parent container such that 
the appropriate geometry management methods are executed [column 5, lines 40-48], 
As described in [column 7, lines 34-48], parameters control the layout of child objects. 
Thus, during design time, a user may edit the layout of a child object by selecting its 
location as well as modifying its appearance by editing parameters of its associated 
geometry manager. 

Joseph teaches wherein the edit operation request is sent via an application 
program interface, via an abstraction layer implemented as an instance of an 
abstraction layer class, by disclosing that the geometry management system is 
implemented with a plurality of objects in an object oriented program [column 8, lines 
45-52], The geometry management system supports add on customized geometry 
managers, separated from visual containers to enable mixing and matching of geometry 
managers with different visual containers [column 3, lines 43-63], wherein calls from 
container to geometry managers are transparent to child objects [column 4, lines 18-23], 
The geometry manager binds to configurable containers and implements the overall 
geometry management policy for that container [column 3, lines 49-63], Thus, the 
geometry manager hides implementation details used to modify the geometry of a child 
object. Each geometry manager is an instance of an abstraction layer class. Since the 
geometry management system of Joseph is used in any environment using a windows 
system [column 1, lines 11-20], an API would have to be used in order for the geometry 
management system to interface with the windows of an application. 
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Joseph teaches receiving a measure call to a parent object to retrieve a set of 
constraints for the parent object, and an established measure parameter and an 
established arrange parameter of the child object, by disclosing that when a child object 
requires resizing, the child object calls a RequestGeometry method contained in the 
corresponding container object [column 4, lines 56-58]. A layout constraints attribute is 
set by a parent container object to control child objects within it [column 4, lines 33-50]. 
Based on the specified parameters of the child object, the container determines whether 
a given geometry is feasible [column 4, lines 51-67]. 

Joseph teaches wherein if either of said established measure parameter and said 
established arrange parameter are set as invalid, determining if said established 
measure parameter is valid, and if so, calling an arrange child helper routine to 
determine a final size for the child object, wherein said arrange child helper routine 
evaluates a set of constraints for the child object, by disclosing that even if the specified 
parameters of the child object are valid based on the child preferences, the child object 
must then go to the parent container to see whether the given geometry is feasible in 
order to determine a final size of the child object. Based on the constraints of the parent 
container, which also takes into account preferences of the child object, the child object 
is modified accordingly [column 5, lines 1-6; column 6, lines 24-28]. 

Joseph teaches when said established measuring parameter is invalid, calling a 
measure child helper routine to determine a desired size of said child object, wherein 
said measure child helper routine evaluates said set of constraints for the child object in 
respect to said set of constraints for the parent object, by disclosing that if the 
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dimensions of the child object are not feasible, the geometry of the child object will be 
modified based on the child preferences [column 9, lines 32-44] as well as the 
constraints of the parent container [column 5, lines 1-6]. 

Joseph teaches calling said arrange child helper routine to determine said final 
size for the child object, by disclosing that the container/geometry manager dictates the 
final geometry of the child object [column 4, lines 21-23]. 

8-1 1 . Regarding claim 1 0, Joseph teaches the claim wherein said set of constraints for 
the child object includes a functional relationship of size between the child object and 
the parent container, by disclosing that when a child object requires resizing, the child 
object calls a RequestGeometry method contained in the corresponding container 
object. The container determines whether a given geometry is feasible and if the 
parameters are acceptable, the container implements the geometry [Joseph, column 4, 
lines 56-67]. 

8-12. Regarding claim 1 1 and 12, Joseph teaches the claim wherein said functional 
relationship is a proportional relationship between the child object and the parent 
container and wherein said layout editing of the child object comprises maintaining the 
proportional relationship between the child object and the parent container, by 
disclosing that the geometry management policy may be to configure a container large 
enough to encapsulate a child object text [Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8]. Thus, the 
geometry management policy may maintain a relationship between the sizes of the 



Application/Control Number: Page 16 

10/824,998 

Art Unit: 2173 

parent and child object such that if the size of the child object varies, the parent object 
will vary in a manner that is dependent of the child object. 

8-1 3. Regarding claim 1 3, Joseph teaches the claim wherein editing the child object 
comprises modifying one or more layout properties of the parent container, by 
disclosing that the geometry management policy may be to configure a container large 
enough to encapsulate a child object text [Joseph, column 2, lines 4-8]. 

Response to Arguments 

9. The Examiner acknowledges the Applicant's amendments to claims 1 , 3-8, 10- 
12, 14-16, and 18-20 and the cancellation of claim 9. Regarding independent claims 1, 
8, and 14, the Applicant alleges that Joseph (U.S. Patent No. 5,873,106), as described 
in the previous Office action, does not explicitly teach "checking to see if either a 
measure parameter (the object size) or an arrange parameter (the object's position or 
orientation) of the child object is invalid, and when at least one is invalid and it is not the 
measure parameter, calling an arrange child helper routine to determine a final size for 
the child object", as has been amended to the claims. Contrary to Applicant's 
arguments, Joseph teaches that even if the specified parameters of the child object are 
valid based on the child preferences, the child object must then go to the parent 
container to see whether the given geometry is feasible in order to determine a final size 
of the child object. The parent container may have layout constraints related to the child 
object. Thus, if the child object violates the layout constraints of the parent container, 
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the parent container, while also taking into account the preferences of the child object, 
would modify the child object accordingly [column 5, lines 1-6; column 6, lines 24-28]. 

Applicant alleges that Joseph, as described in the previous Office action, does 
not explicitly teach, "when the measure parameter is invalid, calling first a measure child 
helper routine to determine a desired size of the child object, and then calling the 
arrange child helper routine to determine a final size of the child object", as has been 
amended to the claims. Contrary to Applicant's arguments, Joseph teaches that if the 
dimensions of the child object are not feasible, the geometry of the child object will be 
modified based on the child preferences [column 9, lines 32-44]. Ultimately, the 
container/geometry manager dictates the final geometry of the child object [column 4, 
lines 21-23]. 

Applicant states that dependent claims 3-7, 1 0-1 3,15,1 6, and 1 8-20 recite all 
the limitations of the independent claims, and thus, are allowable in view of the remarks 
set forth regarding independently amended claims 1, 8, and 14. However, as discussed 
above, Joseph is considered to teach claims 1, 8, and 14, and consequently, claims 3-7, 
10-13, 15, 16, and 18-20 are rejected. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Alvin H. Tan whose telephone number is 571-272-8595 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 10:00-6:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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